Comments added from CDC, EU (Fish, EU (general), JICA, MA, UNICEF       BMB/TWG/Draftv1a/20.10.14

Technical Working Group Performance Review

Section 1: Introduction
The objective of the TWG review is to strengthen TWG performance in order to support the implementation of the Rectangular Strategy III and the NSDP (2014 – 2018). The specific purpose of the performance assessment is to (1) review TWG progress, challenges, opportunities for improved performance; (2) document and evaluate performance; (3) identify relevant measures and recommendations for improved performance; and (4) consider future needs in the context of evolving partnerships that needs to respond to the development policies outlined in the Rectangular Strategy III and the NSDP 2014 – 2018.
This review builds upon and complements the findings of an earlier analysis of development effectiveness produced during the formulation of the Development Cooperation and Partnerships Strategy in 2013. The methodology of the review is four-fold. First, relevant documents concerning partnership and aid harmonization have been reviewed. Second, interviews with the RGC Chairs and Development Partner Lead Facilitators for all 19 TWGs were conducted during August-September. Third, a brief set of questions were circulated for their completion. [Fourth, a draft report on the preliminary findings was presented to the TWG for Partnership and Harmonization (TWG/PH). Feedback from the presentation draft report and presentation has been incorporated into the final report.] 	Comment by User: EU - Overall comment – the report is good, follows the structure recommended by ToR fairly closely and although of the observations are not new, the report usefully brings all aspects of TWG performance together in one place and provides a perspective.
The report is structured as follows. Section 2 identifies changes in the development context over the past 10 years since the TWG framework was initiated.  Section 3 discusses TWG performance. Section 3.1 identifies key “best practice” factors that contribute to good performance. Section 3.2 identifies challenges and constraints that can impede good performance. Section 3.3 analyzes performance factors according to specific TWG functions. Section 4 discusses the role that CDC plays to support the TWGs. Section 5 concludes the review with recommendations for strengthening TWG performance.	Comment by CRDB-User: CDC - ToR asks for Overview/challenges (general & specific); Reccs (general & specific); future evolution; TWG Guideline inputs
Section 2: A Dynamic Development Context
The current TWG framework was first implemented in 2004, starting with an initial 1812 TWGs. Since then a further 17 TWGs have been added.  During this 10 year period of time, the Kingdom of Cambodia has experienced a wide range of economic, political and social change. This suggests that the context in which TWG are operating is far different from the context in which they were initially conceived and implemented. Some of the key facets of change included the following: 	Comment by Nhean Tola: JICA At the introduction of the TWG-GDCC-CDCF mechanism, 18 TWGs were established. 
· The RGC has achieved considerable economic growth that has contributed to significant gains in poverty reduction.  At its current pace of development, Cambodia is expected to reach lower middle income status during the next few years. ODA is still an important source of finance but other domestic and external development actors are also playing important roles and must be engaged in the process as well.
· Demographic changes are transforming the social landscape. Cambodia’s population is increasingly young. Migration has featured broad movements of young women and men to urban areas seeking employment. This has contributed to rapid urbanization in Phnom Penh and other cities. As a result of these and other changes, development activities have in many ways become more complex than those confronted a decade ago.
· Political developments are generating broad demand for reform in key sectors of the economy and governance as well as improved social service delivery. Such reforms are often sensitive and can represent an important challenge for development partnerships.
· Human resource capacity has strengthened considerably over the past 10 years, especially at the national sectoral level among government officials and at the local level among civil society. Going forward, DPs may target capacity development at the organizational level to support management of cross-sectoral and more complex challenges.
· The development aid context has changed considerably. Several long-standing bi-lateral development partners have departed (e.g., DANIDA, DfID, CIDA), while so-called non-traditional partners have emerged as increasingly important actors (e.g., China, South Korea). 	Comment by Kumi Careme: JICA - As one of the major changes of recent years in development aid, the fact that the loan portion of development assistance is increasing as the country moves towards MIC, should be mentioned. It is mentioned in other places (e.g. p.7, 2nd para; p. 9, 2nd para), but it can be noted in this section as well since this is a major feature that is observed based on CDC’s ODA Database, which showed that in 2013 the loan disbursements projection exceeded that of grant / technical cooperation for the first time since 1992.	Comment by Kumi Careme: How about more developed ASEAN neighbours?
· Private sector investments, both domestic and international, are playing an increasingly significant role in shaping Cambodia’s economic and social development. The space for policy dialogue therefore needs to be widened to accommodate diversity.
· Regional and global development trends provide important economic opportunities for Cambodia. The impending ASEAN integration slated for 2015 is especially relevant in this regard. 
These changes raise questions concerning the ongoing relevance of the TWG framework in particular, and the over-arching framework for partnership and aid harmonization in general. The general impression that emerged from interviews with Chairs, DP Lead Facilitators and other key informants is that the TWG framework for the most part continues to be relevant, and will likely continue to be relevant during the current NSDP mandate (2104 -2018).  This is especially the case in those sectors that remain highly dependent on external aid, including social services (e.g. education, health) agriculture, and institutional reform. 
At the same time, there is widespread recognition that development assistance from bi-lateral and multi-lateral partners will continue to play an important role in Cambodia’s development, albeit one that will be somewhat diminished with respect to development assistance from China and other new partners, private sector investments, and government revenue. As a result, the current aid coordination and harmonization architecture may become increasingly less relevant over time without adapting to new realities. 	Comment by Kumi Careme: As one more, rather positive legacy from the past decade of TWG system, it could also be considered that today RGC often takes DP coordination for granted. For issues where they feel important to engage DPs, they call for meeting with DPs and ask for support in a coordinated manner. We have seen this happen often, for instance recently during the discussions on civil registration, election reform, etc. So whether there is a formal TWG or not, coordination and collaboration with the government and among DPs could happen as the style of having a coordination forum has probably become a norm thanks to the TWG culture? (though it could still depend on the sector). 
Section 3: Overall Performance 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Does the review take into account the elements in the TWG guidelines for the assessment?
At all times when considering TWG performance, including the performance of the entire partnership architecture, the objective to be kept in mind is that these mechanisms must contribute to effective development. In order to contribute to effective development, TWGs have five basic core functions. These include aid coordination and resource mobilization; information sharing; monitoring and evaluation; policy dialogue, and cross-cutting issues. The degree to which TWGs perform well across the five core functions provides a basis for assessing overall performance of specific TWGs as well as the overall partnership architecture. This section first identifies key performance indicators, or factors, of best practice as well as constraints and challenges. It then discusses the five core functions in the context of these performance factors. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Yes. But this paper (& TOR) does not really reflect that. The MTR needs to look more closely at the plausible contribution of TWGs to development effectiveness.	Comment by User: EU -  key question: do the TWGs and the associated partnership arrangements, as they are now, contribute to better development results? The links between TWGs and development effectiveness could have been addressed in this report.	Comment by CRDB-User: 5 functions are (not mapped to TWG Guideline):
Aid coord & res mob
Info sharing
M&E
Policy dialogue
X-cutting
Performance across the TWG landscape is mixed: some TWGs work well, while others do not. In between is a large population of organizations whose performance may be generally acceptable, but where there is ample room for improvement. In one instance, the TWG has actually ceased to exist as a result of institutional changes in the past year, and is now in the process of re-constituting itself (i.e., TWG/JLR).  Among those working well now, several did not work well before; while some that are not working well at present once were considered high performing TWGs. It appears then that performance across the TWG landscape is highly dynamic, in a constant state of flux, and subject to a variety of factors. This suggests that performance can be improved in the short term by focusing attention on developing best practices and constructively addressing constraints and challenges. In the longer term, however, performance concerning aid effectiveness may require institutional adjustments concerning the architecture of partnership arrangements.    	Comment by CRDB-User: Short-run fixes are possible…but we need to be mindful of longer-term structural changes in the wider environment that will render current arrangements less meaningful.
This is important to bear in mind as many observers tend to assume a static landscape in which TWGs by their very nature are locked into certain performance pathways. This perspective concludes that TWG performance is in fact systemic or structural and that performance can only be improved by changing structures.  A viewpoint that sees the TWG landscape as highly dynamic and subject to a variety of factors recognizes that performance can in the short term also be improved by focusing attention on the factor variables influencing performance. 	Comment by CRDB-User: ie the report mainly rejects the systemic/structural diagnosis as pertinent, at least in the short-run.	Comment by User: Both of these approaches – total overhaul of structure vs adjustments to the existing structure- have merit.
3.1: Good performance and Best Practices
Several factors that contribute to good performance also serve as best practice indicators. These include the following.
Committed leadership by the TWG Chairs: There is widespread agreement that strong leadership and interest by the TWG Chair is essential for good performance. Those TWGs that perform well tend to have Chairs who are committed to the work of the TWG. This does not necessarily mean that Chairs are able to have a direct hand in the day-to-day business of the TWG. Some Chairs who are interested in the work of the TWG may delegate responsibilities to others. Chairs must also be well connected to the work of their host ministry to ensure that TWG activities have traction and are relevant.	Comment by Maki Kato: It would be good to specify what are the factors for good performance of the TWG (the hierarchy level of the chair within the government system? )	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Could this be interpreted as strong ownership of line ministry or relevant ministry?
Active commitment and support from the DP Lead Facilitator: There is also widespread acknowledgement that strong commitment on the part of the TWG DP Lead Facilitator is an important partner in the TWG work. This does not always mean a committed lead facilitator can ensure that a TWG performs well. In the absence of committed Chairs, the best efforts of any lead facilitator will not be sufficient to assure good performance. 
Trust and Communication: The quality of the relationship between the Chair and the DP Lead Facilitator is vital for sustaining good performance over time. While frequent communication is an important factor in this regard, the quality of that communication largely depends on the level of trust and respect that characterizes the relationship. This in turn often depends on the level of skill and experience that both Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators bring to the relationship in which they are working across cultural and institutional perceptions and expectations.  Regular and less formal dialogue between Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators between TWG meetings also contributes to effective relationships and improved TWG performance.
Strong secretariats, appropriately resourced and motivated: This is a constant feature of all TWGs that perform well and is often a function of committed leadership from the Chair and in certain instances the DP Lead Facilitator. At one point in time, some TWG secretariats were supported by a trust fund financed by development partners and administered by CDC. It was discontinued after 2 years as an evaluation showed that it made no impact on performance and was administratively challenging. Since that has expired, TWGs have developed different approaches to provide secretariat support for the TWG. In some cases, secretariats are supported by externally financed consultants, while other secretariats consist of highly motivated and empowered ministry staff who have been assigned to serve as the TWG secretariat as part of their regular duties. Issues pertaining to incentive arrangements for the secretariat did not feature prominently in the interviews. In the few TWGs where incentives were a matter of concern, the TWG tended to perform poorly. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Causation or correlation? Does the Sec’t function because the leadership compels this? Or does the Sec’t drive the TWG?	Comment by Maki Kato: Is it possible to have specific number of TWGs of each categories mentioned here (the ones with externally financed consultant vs. the ones with highly committed ministry staff; the ones with “strong” secretariat vs. the ones without; the ones with incentive issues vs. those without)?
Clear Terms of Reference (ToRs): TWGs that have a ToR that clearly articulate the roles and functions of key leadership as well as the goals and objectives of the TWG often perform well, especially when there is shared buy-in from both government and DPs. This is especially the case when the ToR is discussed or used as a reference point to guide the work of the TWG. In this sense, the ToRs serve as the “rules of the game” for process and content. In this since, the ToR can be a considered as a living document. In some instances, the ToRs have recently been reviewed and amended. In other instances ToRs have not been developed, have elapsed, or are not referred to at all. The ToRs are also important in a context of frequent turn-over by RGC and DPs, as they help serve as TWG’s institutional memory.	Comment by CRDB-User: PROCESS of ToR prep provides opportunity for dialogue, consensus etc as well as formal rules	Comment by Maki Kato: Same as above. It will be useful to have number of the TWGs of each category.	Comment by CRDB-User: Forestry
Annual TWG Work plan: TWGs should have annual work plans that include all activities so that members are aware of and participate in the implementation, as well as the schedule of TWG meetings, sharing information of sector plan and progress etc. For example, TWG-FR has annual work plan and almost fully implemented.

Structure of agenda of TWG Meeting: Structure of meeting agenda of each TWG could vary according to each sector, but it should have a common structure relating the TWG’s functions, which would include policy and strategic management dialogue, the status of sector plans and progresses of implementation.	Comment by User: Annual workplans are also important, particularly in terms of providing specific guidance that can help mitigate the effects of the frequent turn-over of TWG members.
Clear Sector Development Plans and Strategies TWGs that have tended to perform well have clear sector development plans and strategies that enjoy broad-based buy-in and support from both line agencies and development partners. These TWGs often have the advantage of more specific mandates and areas of focus, such as health, education forestry or fisheries.  Buy-in can be achieved by either actively involving all sector stakeholders in the development of the plans and strategies and/or regular consultations with stakeholders concerning the implementation and monitoring. In this sense, one of the benefits of a clear sector development plans and strategies is to articulate where and how government budgets and development assistance fit within sector financing.
Regularly Scheduled Meetings Regularly scheduled plenary meetings provide a framework for consultation about and preparation of agendas that are agreed upon by key stakeholders.  There does not appear to be any specific rule about the number of meeting per year that is important: some TWGs meet every quarter while other have meeting on a bi-annual basis. In one instance, the TWG convenes meetings on a monthly basis. It is not necessarily frequency but rather predictability that is the key.  The regularly scheduled plenaries provide a focal point around which Chairs and Co-chairs are able to discuss priority topics and issues for the agenda and around which sub-groups can focus energies. Regularly scheduled meetings, in effect, can serve as important points of mobilization. 	Comment by User: Yes, lack of predictability of formal dialogue arrangements at all levels has become a challenge.	Comment by CRDB-User: Yes. Over time, the predictability of formal dialogue arrangements has become more challenging. At a minimum there are efficiency costs as more bilateral meetings take place.
Well-managed meetings The quality of the plenary meeting is also important. Many DP Lead Facilitators define good meetings as those in which there was sufficient (or at least some) time for discussion and interaction among key stakeholders, as well as clear decisions that can then be followed up upon. Chairs tended to define good meetings as those that were well attended by line agency and DP members and also provided clear decisions. Well-managed meetings that meet both definitions are facilitated by planning and preparation in which the agenda is carefully articulated and coordinated by TWG secretariat and all stakeholders (UNICEF).Although regularly scheduled and well managed meetings can be mutually supportive, it is important not to assume that they are necessarily synonymous. 	Comment by CRDB-User: The format of some meetings is for info-sharing only (see later discussion on the limited role for TWGs in policy dialogue and the need to take a holistic approach that employs complementary dialogue opportunities for policy discussion).
Sub-groups Both Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators recognized the important role that sub-groups can play. TWGs that perform well tend to refer important matters to sub-groups where important technical, and in some cases, policy issues can be addressed over time. This is especially important in the case of larger, more complex TWGs that cover a number of technical issues and involve a number of line agencies and DPs. In the larger TWGs, the real work is often done at the sub-group level, as it would be impossible to discuss everything of importance at the plenary level. Sub-groups also play an important role by informing the development of the plenary agenda by putting forth recommendations for discussion and/or decision. In this case, the preparation of the agenda serves as a type of filter that identities priority issues and topics for inclusion that have been put forth by the sub-groups.
One important sub-group, albeit one that meets on an informal basis, concerns development partner meetings that take place within many of the TWGs. These meeting provide an opportunity for DPs to share views and information and, in several instances, make recommendations about items to be addressed at plenary meetings. 
TWG Retreats: Some TWGs (e.g., forestry, fisheries) have organized their own retreats for members. The retreats provide an opportunity for informal discussions in the field and have helped improve communication between government officials and development partners. For example, the Forestry TWG has visited sites of illegal loggingthe field activities of the forest management including forest conservation and protection, forest restoration, forest law enforcement and the support to the livelihoods development of local communities in agricultural diversification and together observed the impacts of such actions. Other TWGs, such as PPR, are now considering organizing similar retreats. As with plenary meetings, retreats benefit from good preparation and clarity of objectives and expectations. Retreats that are not well-prepared may not be all that useful in terms of improving performance.
TWG Reviews: Some TWGs have undertaken reviews of their own performance in order to consider how they are progressing and make recommendations for improvements. The TWGs for Health and Rural Water and Sanitation have both undertaken such reviews. In the case of the Health TWG review, and external independent consultant was engaged to undertake the review, while the RWSS TWG completed a review internally. As with the TWG Retreats, such reviews can be useful in terms of facilitating communication among stakeholders while also providing institutional memory for stakeholders. 	Comment by CRDB-User: At whose initiative? Is it RGC or DPs that drive this?	Comment by Maki Kato: UNICEF - It is important to include an analysis on how much of the action points reached at TWG meetings/retreat were actually followed-up and implemented, as that is another critical element of functionality of TWG.	Comment by User: It would be useful to have further information on how these reviews came about, who initiated them (RGC or DPs or joint?), etc. If the initiative is joint, that in itself suggests a good communication between the stakeholders…
Time and Effort: It is important to recognize the extraordinary amount of time and effort that key stakeholders expend in managing the work of many (most) TWGs. This is especially the case with respect to TWG Chairs or their designated representatives, DP Lead Facilitators, and the TWG secretariats. This suggests a broad-based commitment to making the TWG structures work. It is also important to recognize the time and effort that TWG members, including line agencies, DPs, and in some instances civil society, expend participating in plenary and sub-group meetings. This raises questions concerning the value added in terms of the investment and the outcomes in terms of improving aid effectiveness. 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: UNICEF - Could human factor such as human resources, staff effort and commitment be considered another indicator?	Comment by User: As noted earlier (at the beginning of section 3, it would be useful to get a bit more analyses on the partnership mechanisms and TWGs, as they stand, and their contribution to development effectiveness.	Comment by CRDB-User: This review has not considered the link between TWGs and effectiveness. It will be a useful focus for the MTR.
Summary: The TWGs that perform well will over time exhibit many, though not necessarily all, of the above factors. Indeed, among those TWGs performing well, or acceptably, there is often a different mix of factors. The important question that emerges is how to actually convey best practice lessons to poorly performing TWGs. One approach to date has been to discuss such factors in general plenary at the annual TWG network retreats. This approach assumes that poorly performing TWGs are motivated to improve performance and, as a result, willing and able to take up suggestions on how to improve performance. It also assumes that such motivations are shared by all key stakeholders in the TWG. This approach may also assume that exposure to the lessons is somehow enough to motivate and guide improvement.  This is especially problematic in cases when key decision makers participate in retreats or plenaries. In many instances, a more direct hand on support and guidance is probably required to transmit or transfer lessons of best practice to those TWGs whose performance is lagging. 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: UNICEF - It would be interesting to have findings on whether poor performing TWGs have adopted or adapted some strategies or suggestions discussed at the TWG network retreat. The effectiveness and follow up of the TWG network retreat could be questionable when level of participation was mainly at secretariat level. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Indeed. Poor performance is often due to low prioritization of work. Most RGC ministries have sufficient capacity for their work to be completed to a high standard if demanded by their leadership.	Comment by User: However, experience suggests that the work in most sector ministries can be delivered in a timely manner and to a high standard when required by their leadership, hence capacity often exists, but it is not exercised because performance of given TWG may not be sufficiently prioritised.	Comment by CRDB-User: If this is requested as a serious commitment then support can be successful.
Section 3.2: Constraints and Limitations
All TWGs, including those that work well and those that don’t, face a number of challenges that can affect TWG performance. Some of these constraints are procedural, while others are more institutional in nature. How well these constraints and challenges are managed is an important factor affecting performance over time.
Ambitious Meeting Agendas: Plenary meetings often have agendas that are so crowded that they preclude dialogue and discussion.  This is a concern largely voiced by development partners who wish to see more open and transparent discussion about policy matters. This constraint can be addressed, at least to a certain extent, by good preparation in which the Chair and DP Lead Facilitator collaborate on setting the agenda.
Participation by TWG members often varies: Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators both agree that quality participation by TWG members is often lacking. On the RGC side, line agency representation often varies y, and those who do attend often lack sufficient standing to voice opinions and as a result are reluctant to speak. On the DP side, participation can also vary from one meeting to the next, which also inhibits participation.  Participation by civil society organizations and their representatives is also highly variable across TWGs. 
Another aspect of this phenomenon is changes in personnel at the levels of Chair and DP Lead Facilitator. Although it is generally assumed that the position of TWG Chair is more stable over time, there has been, nevertheless, considerable change, especially since the recent national elections.  Such change can be both positive and negative. However, it is inevitable and as a result it is important for all stakeholders to be aware that this dynamic plays an important role in influencing TWG performance.	Comment by Kumi Careme: We suppose this refers to a particular general election in 2013, hence in singular.
 Such changes result in new people having to learn how to work together and learn new concepts and approaches to aid coordination and partnership, including new terminology. For example, in several instances both Chairs, or their representatives, and DP Lead Facilitators were unfamiliar with “PBAs” (Program based Approaches). In other instances, TWG leadership appeared to have only a vague understanding of “JMIs” (Joint Monitoring Indicators) and how they contribute to assessing aid effectiveness.	Comment by User: If this is really the case, it is quite worrying.	Comment by CRDB-User: These findings need to be validated and next step actions agreed if found to be true.

Possibly a needs assessment exercise as part of next round of TWG reporting for a future GDCC?	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Is lack of orientation on the aid coordination structure among government and DP officials the reason behind this? Or it is an issue of competing priorities to the value of aid or its complexity?
Aid Modalities: In several TWGs, donor presence and aid modalities have been changing over time. For example, the number of DPs providing support in Mine Action and Land Management has decreased. Elsewhere, the actual approach to HIV/AIDS has resulted in DPs migrating more to the Health TWG where treatment plays a more prominent role as opposed to prevention. In some TWGs, government counterpart funding is playing a larger role in sector finances. In others, aid modalities appear to be shifting from ODA grant arrangements to loan agreements. In other TWGs, predominant development actors are changing (e.g. infrastructure; water (i.e., irrigation)). The PBA model attempts to accommodate these changes by embracing all domestic and external funding arrangements and, if it can be deployed more effectively, it has the potential to support a changing sector partnership context.
Increasingly Contentious Issues Some issues have become increasingly contentious and have affected TWG performance. For example, in the case of Land TWG, issues associated with ELCs and resettlement were of course important matters, but the major focus of the TWG when it was first established concerned technical aspects of land management and land titling. Since then, issues concerning ELCs and resettlement have emerged as increasingly important albeit contentious issues. Mandate and membership must be agreed in TWGs in order to align expectations and establish a common understanding of the TWG’s role and purpose. Annual work plans can also help to provide greater detail on topics to be covered each year.
Shifting priorities In other TWGs, sector priorities may be shifting over time. For example, the education sector is now receiving more attention as a result of evolving government policies focusing on human resource development. Conversely, in the HIV/AIDS sector, initial areas of concern were primarily focused on issues associated with prevention, while more recently attention has shifted to treatment. 	Comment by Maki Kato: I don’t think shifting priorities itself should be a challenge for TWG. Rather, the TWG setting should contribute alignment of government/DP support with emerging priorities. 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Given the shift of priority, could this TWG be merged with TWG on health? 
Changes in Government Organization:  Changes in government organization represent both challenges and opportunities. For example, the TWG/LJR that was once located within the Council for Judicial and Legal Reform has subsequently been relocated to the Ministry of Justice.  When the Council for Judicial and Legal Reform was dissolved, the TWG itself was also dissolved. The Ministry of Justice is now in the process of reconstituting the TWG/LJR although progress in this regard has been slow.  In the case of the TWG/PAR, the TWG was transferred to the new Ministry of Civil Services when the Council for Administration Administrative Reform was dissolved. Such changes in institutional arrangements may have the affect effect of breathing new life into what had once been more or less moribund TWGs. 
Lack of Accountability: A higher level of accountability to monitor and evaluate TWG performance is lacking. In many such instances, DP Lead Facilitators, as well as some Chairs, would like to see a more active role for the CDC in this regard. Others observed that accountability must be managed within the overall framework that includes annual GDCC and bi-annual CDCF (or the proposed CDF), as outlined in the Partnership Strategy.  There is widespread support and encouragement for the GDCC meetings to be rescheduled. Of particular concern is the accountability for assessing sector performance in terms of progress toward the Joint Monitoring Indicators (JMIs). The incentives associated with progress, or lack of progress, toward achieving the JMIs are not clear. Principles of mutual accountability are comparatively well understood in Cambodia, as is the idea of development effectiveness, and the link between the GDCC and the TWGs is important as it is the mechanism whereby TWG work can be assessed for their contribution to development results.	Comment by Maki Kato: This seems to be the most important challenges and should be placed at the beginning of this section.	Comment by CRDB-User: Previously provided by GDCC	Comment by CRDB-User: Question of mandate – this is not CDC’s role and would be hard to implement	Comment by Kimsong Chea: To six monthly? Or reduced the layers to just two: TWG and CDF (have annual CDF)? This should be related to aid context. 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Was it because it lack alignment with NSDP, sector plan and budget strategic plan?	Comment by User: Also, the accountability for assessing cross-sector performance is needed at the higher level. This is also relevant for the discussion of contentious issues below.
Section 3.3: Functional Analysis of Performance
An analysis of key TWG functions helps illustrate how factors contributing to good performance as well as constraints and challenges may combine to either promote or impede good performance. These functions include policy dialogue, information sharing, aid coordination and resource mobilization, and monitoring and evaluation (M & E).) and cross-cutting issues. 
Aid Coordination and Resource Mobilization: This function appears most relevant in service delivery sectors that continue to be more reliant on traditional modalities of bi-lateral and multi-lateral assistance, such as education and health.  In these sectors both Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators identified this as a particularly important function. In other sectors, however, aid coordination and mobilization appear to take place outside the TWG. For example, a great deal of coordination and mobilization in the health sector takes place in the context of the Trust Fund that supports the HSSP2 initiative. The degree to which the TWG may play a role depends on the degree to which the HSSP2 funding mechanism is linked to the TWG. This being said, the TWG Health also appears to play an important role in endorsing programming initiatives from external partners such as the Global Fund. 
Aid coordination and resource mobilization is enhanced when clear sector plans and strategies are in place. In addition to Education and Health, the Forestry and Fishery TWGs have played an important role in developing sector plans and strategies around which aid can be better coordinated and resources more effectively mobilized. A clear Terms of Reference is also helpful in this regard. 
Other TWGs, however, that involve considerable bi-lateral and multi-lateral development assistance do not appear to play a strong role regarding coordination and mobilization. The TWG for AgricultureAg and Water, for example, has not been able to play an active role in this regard due to a lack of clear priorities and a fragmented development partner landscape in which resources tend to be mobilized on a unilateral basis in direct consultations with specific departments or directorates. This may be changing, though not because of the TWG itself but rather by perceived interests on the part of DPs to do so.  In the area of irrigation and water resource management, there is practically no coordination involving developing developmenting partners and newly emerging partners.  The TWG IRR IRI also involves significant amount of donor assistance, including increasing support from new partners, but the coordination of aid appears to be beyond the scope of the TWGs capacityset-up. In this area, aid coordination tends to take place through high level consultations between the concerned parties about specific investment projects.	Comment by Kumi Careme: We believe this is not the issue of capacity but the set up that does not allow effective aid coordination, due to a large number of line ministries / agencies involved under the leadership of one ministry. Also, this TWG somehow does try to help aid coordination by preparing and regularly updating sector overviews (e.g. in the past transport sector overview and urban water sector overview were prepared by this TWG / sub-TWGs. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Some ministries appear to prefer to do coordination on a bilateral basis. This is ok – but the TWG needs to be the place to present a clear picture of who does what & gaps.
In other TWGs, the dwindling number of development partners and/or dwindling amount of resources is reducing the role that TWGs play in resource mobilization. ​For example, the TWGs for HIV/AIDS and Mine Action appear to be playing a less important role in this regard. The same may be said for the TWG/Land in which there are few remaining DPs that contribute resources to the sector. Over time, increases in RGC financing relative to donor funding will also affect issues pertaining to aid coordination and mobilization. 	Comment by User: TWG-MA always involves much with the resource mobilization by using the sub-groups( TRG)  such as  Clearance and Baseline survey, Mine Risk Education, Victim assistance and etc..  TWG-MA always works closely with UNDP and many donor who support to the CFR-II project in CMAA. 
As LMIC status rapidly approaches and ODA becomes more loan-focused, the time may be approaching to consider a consolidation of grant-funding to specific sectors. This would rationalize financing and produce potential efficiencies in the partnership dialogue. CDF and GDCC would provide opportunities for high-level policy dialogue related to national development at a macro level and for reviews of NSDP and Rectangular Strategy progress.	Comment by CRDB-User: This is interesting. It is perhaps too early but as PFM progresses and the funding and gaps become easier to document, then it is a possibility. Currently there is a “free for all” approach to mobilizing grant funds and TC in line ministries – but this is not a very effective way to manage resource allocation and at some stage either RGC or DPs may advocate change for efficiency and/or effectiveness.	Comment by User: Interesting suggestion with clear potential (in the future) for effective management of development resource allocations.
Information Sharing: There is widespread agreement among both Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators that TWGs have for the most part played an important role with respect to information sharing. Development partners routinely observed that despite frustrations about the tight agendas and lack of opportunities for dialogue, the plenary meetings, especially those that are regularly scheduled, provide a good opportunity to learn about what the government and other development stakeholders are doing, or planning to do, within the sector. The plenary meetings can also provide an opportunity for government to brief other line agencies, DPs, and civil society members about policy developments in the sector. The plenary meetings may also provide DPs to inform line agencies and others about matters pertaining to program and project implementation. 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: There is no findings on quantity and quality of information sharing within each TWG and scope of the information sharing and dissemination outside TWG scope. For example, TWG education shared government budget report within TWG while this may not be the case for TWG-Health or other TWGs. It also depends on DP demand for such information. Such information serves as transparent tool to mobilize and coordinate resource to implement sector strategies/plans. Perhaps TWG Guideline has not made it clear in this area. 
In several instances DP Lead Facilitators observed that even in those TWGs where other functions are not pursued with much vigor, the opportunities for information sharing still make continued involvement with the TWG useful and relevant. This is particularly relevant in the larger more complex sectors in which there are a wide range of actors and issues and the TWG framework is supported by sub-groups. As discussed above, the better performing TWGs tend to have active sub-groups that can refer policy issues and technical matters to the plenary meeting. When these are included on the agenda, it represents an important opportunity to inform key stakeholders about issues and matters that otherwise may not be widely discussed. 
This being said, those TWGs that tend to have few, if any meetings, or ad hoc meeting when they do, do not provide a reliable platform for information sharing. This is especially true for those instances in which TWG plenaries are announced at the last minute and do not provide adequate time for preparation. In such situations, potentially valuable opportunities for information sharing (not to mention other functions) are lost.
Monitoring and Evaluation: There is widespread agreement among Chairs and Lead Facilitators that the current NSDP 2014 – 2018 provides a useful framework for monitoring progress toward established targets. In fact, several DP Lead Facilitators observed that the current NSDP provides an opportunity for improving performance monitoring and that good progress has been made in terms of establishing a “results based” monitoring framework. 	Comment by CRDB-User: What do RGC respondents think about this important part of DCPS? The report is often weighted towards the DP perspective (presumably because it was more clearly articulated).
However, the performance record across the TWG is mixed with respect to monitoring and evaluation. Only a small number of TWGs appear to have the capacity, commitment, and resources with which to effectively measure/assess progress against key performance indicators. Also, certain sectors lend themselves more easily to measurement while others, particularly those TWGs that are more cross-cutting in nature, may  have more difficulties with identifying overarching indicators and then measuring against that. There are several factors that enable effective monitoring:	Comment by CRDB-User: Contrary to our previous findings that most RGC seem to be familiar with the M&E approaches. Is it capacity or simply that TWGs do not consider this part of their work (they are mainly for talking, not monitoring)?
· A development plan/strategy that clearly identifies objectives and targets is critically important for developing joint monitoring indicators (JMIs);
· A well functioning data collection and information system that enables accurate data collection;
· A secretariat with skill and experience in monitoring and evaluation;
· Committed leadership and good communication among Chairs, DP Lead Facilitators, and Secretariats. 
What appears to be missing from this list is an overarching accountability mechanism for monitoring performance evaluation. Some DP Lead Facilitators expressed concerns that the JMI’s are not always taken seriously by relevant stakeholders. In some instances, especially with respect to poorly performing TWGs, good communication about the development of JMIs has been lacking. For example, in one instance, a JMI report was submitted to CDC without agreement between the Chair and DP Lead Facilitators. 	Comment by Maki Kato: One possibility to address this is to establish M&E framework with JMIs for each TWG which feeds into the NSDP M&E framework. Progress of NSDP should be assessed against the holistic M&E framework, and each TWG should be responsible for providing their inputs for the assessment of the overall NSDP M&E framework. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Requires validation!
In terms of aid effectiveness, this may be the most important function that TWGs can and should play. In principle, the development of the JMIs should provide Chairs, DP Lead Facilitators, and secretariats with a focal point for wide ranging discussions encompassing a number of factors impinging on sector performance. For example, issues pertaining to aid coordination and resource mobilization are highly relevant to how progress can be achieved. 
TWG effectiveness, especially related to the JMIs, will continue to be limited while the complementary and higher-level arrangements – GDCC and CDCF – are not functioning. There must be a holistic view of the entire partnership architecture that recognizes the inter-dependence of the individual components and does not place unrealistic burdens on the TWGs while they are the only piece to be working.
It should be a “legacy objective” of the current TWG framework to contribute to strengthening the capacity of the RGC to monitor and assess progress toward development objectives. Development partners can devote more effort to support the RGC’s capacity in this regard. 	Comment by SOKSRUN: This part could emphasize: each TWG could conduct monitoring and assessing progress of its sector’s programme or strategy. For example, the  TWG-FR conducted a review the progress of the National Forest Programme in comparing with baseline data in 2010, after 3.5 years of the launching the implementation.
Policy Dialogue: In principle, TWGs should provide an ideal framework for policy dialogue between RGC and DPs. In practice, however, policy dialogue within the TWG framework has proved to be, for the most part, problematic. One notable achievement with respect to policy dialogue concerns the recent development of the Rectangular Strategy III and the NSDP 2014-2018 in which certain TWGs served as a platform for mobilizing input from DPs and civil society for consideration by RGC planners and policy makers. Although not all recommendations were included in the NSDP, DPs expressed appreciation for the opportunity to contribute in the process. Chairs and secretariats also observed that the process was useful. This exercise can serve as a model for future engagement in which RGC articulates where it needs and welcomes input with policy development and that there are clear avenues available for DPs to provide such inputs. 
Interviews with both Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators suggest there is considerable degree of policy dialogue that takes place between RGC and DPs, albeit outside the TWG framework. Several Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators observed that policy dialogue often takes place in formal settings within the context of high level consultations between bi-lateral agencies and the government, and/or in the context of ongoing discussions about implementation and progress programs and projects.  Policy dialogue also takes place in informal off the record discussions.  	Comment by User: Both formal and informal dialogue is important, and perhaps the two can be better linked to provide a holistic information in terms of policy development/implementation. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Need to take a holistic approach that ensures that overall dialogue is sufficient. It does not all need to be in the TWG – pragmatic.
It is also important to recognize that a great deal of policy discussion takes place among RGC stakeholders outside the context of the TWGs. This is especially the case in the key areas of reform where government appears to be making progress. As the institutional and human resource capacity of government continues to strengthen, policy dialogue will need to be more carefully structured. RGC officials and their development partner counterparts will need to pro-actively engage with one another to identify specific areas and modalities for on-going policy engagement.
In the meantime, TWGs plenary meetings may not be the most suitable or appropriate venue for policy dialogue, especially with respect to highly sensitive and/or complex policy issues. For one thing, the manner in which most TWG plenary meetings are structured and managed do not lend themselves to meaningful policy dialogue. In most cases, this would require a complete re-orientation of how meetings are organized and conducted. Another concern pertains to the ToRs that guide the business of each TWG. In some cases, the boundaries concerning policy dialogue are not clearly articulated. This would include clarification about what subjects or issues are appropriate for discussion and how such discussions can/should be structured. Plenary meetings may, however, serve as useful venues for announcing or clarifying endorsing certain policy agreements that have taken place on the sidelines.
TWGs are also complemented by other dialogue arrangements, especially bilateral reviews, which have been highlighted in the Development Cooperation and Partnerships Strategy. Many DPs report that these are more useful for policy dialogue with Government than TWGs and, with extra attention to preparation and DP-collaboration, they can be a useful means of taking forward dialogue on sector, cross-cutting and reform issues.
Cross-cutting issues: There is widespread agreement that coordination across sectors, different line agencies and DPs, is often complex and fragmented. Both RGC and DPs recognize that there is room for improvement in the way cross-cutting issues are addressed. However, there is not a clear consensus about how this can be most effectively managed within the current aid architecture. Nor is there a clear consensus about what the most important or relevant key cross-cutting issues are.  
The discussion about cross-cutting issues needs to be more sharply defined and may be most effective when focused on the RGC’s reform and development agenda. To the extent feasible, cross-cutting issues can and should be addressed within the context of the TWG framework. There are already TWGs that provide a platform for addressing cross-cutting issues within particular sectors. These include TWG/FSN & SP; PFM, PAR; Forestry, and Gender. Whether or not these platforms are effectively utilized is another matter. 
In other instances cross-cutting issues can be effectively, addressed outside the TWG framework. A good example of this concerns the progress that has been achieved to date regarding climate change and environment. Another approach would be to convene periodic policy seminars focused around the four pillars of the RGC’s development framework as outlined in the current NSDP 2014 – 2018. Yet another approach would be to focus such discussions on important policy initiatives such as the RGC’s Industrial Development Policy (IDP) that will be launched soon. Such discussions concerning policy reform and implementation will be by definition extensively cross-cutting and will provide opportunities for constructive engagement between relevant RGC line agencies and DPs.  This is an area in which government can lead and DPs help facilitate and support. The CDC could also play an important role in convening periodic policy seminars in which relevant RGC stakeholders, and perhaps local NGOs, can share a podium to discuss how ODA can most effectively be used to support RGC policy initiatives..  	Comment by User: CDCF is intended to be the place for a high-level dialogue with all national actors. GDCC can also do this wrt ODA.
It is important to bear in mind that in addition to more universal cross-cutting issues such as gender, etc, there are also cross cutting issues that pertain more specifically to certain sectors and TWGs.	Comment by Kumi Careme: + new issues such as urbanization.
Summary: The capacity of the TWGs to effectively address these five core functions as discussed above varies according to context and circumstances associated with enabling factors and constraints. For example, in some instances, some TWGs may perform better with regard to aid coordination and mobilization while others struggle with cross-cutting issues. It appears that many TWGs are successful in terms of information sharing while many struggle with matters pertaining to monitoring and policy dialogue. 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: It would be good to have assessment of individual TWG for reflection and actions. 
In order to improve overall TWG performance, more effort is required to improve TWG capacity to strengthen mutually supportive core functions. In each instance, the CDC should be prepared to play a supporting/facilitating role in collaboration with the TWG/P&H. This can be achieved by:	Comment by User: More effort and, in some cases, more will.	Comment by CRDB-User: Willingness or commitment?	Comment by CRDB-User: Is capacity really the challenge? It is not documented in the earlier issues section.
· Aid Coordination and Mobilization can be improved with clearly articulated ToRs and Sector Development Strategies;
· Information sharing can be improved by careful preparation of plenary agendas  and the establishment of a broader sub-groups system;
· Monitoring and Evaluation can be improved through better accountability arrangements  and capacity building;	Comment by Kimsong Chea: How about monitoring and evaluation system embedded with each line ministry chairing the TWG? This will ensure the link to national M&E system being developed by MoP for NSDP Monitoring and Evaluation. 
· Policy dialogue can be improved through a clear delineation of boundariesmandate and issues as well as better monitoring systems; 	Comment by Kimsong Chea: How about ownership of line ministries?
· Cross-cutting issues can be pursued in a broader range of venues.	Comment by Maki Kato: I am not sure if the “cross-cutting issues” here include those  issues that needed to be worked together/coordinated among several TWGs for a successful implementation. For example, there are areas that need to be well-coordinated among PFM, DD and PAR and a specific mechanism for inter-TWG coordination needs to be identified.
Section 4: The Role of the CDC 
Key stakeholders, including Chairs, DP Lead Facilitators, and Secretariats consistently acknowledged that CDC plays an important role in supporting the work of the TWGs and that this role is very much welcomed. The CDC’s role is generally perceived to be positive and constructive by most stakeholders. The key areas of support include: 
· The ODA data base that the CDC manages is perceived as useful.;
· The annual TWG network retreats are considered to be a positive initiative in principle. The retreats were observed to be a good opportunity for networking, while in practice sporadic attendance by Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators was cited as a serious weakness;
· The role that CDC focal points play in terms of providing practical advice and support with respect to information about PBAs and JMI development is generally appreciated;
· The CDC’s facilitation of high level consultations with bi-lateral donors is helpful. This is an area where the CDC can complement the TWG’s aid coordination and mobilization function.
There are, however, frustrations with some of these areas. For example, several DP Lead Facilitators observed that the results of the networking retreats are often unclear as they tend not to generate specific agreements and agendas for follow up. As with TWG plenary meetings, attendance at the Networking Retreats is inconsistent across both government and DPs. As a result, it is difficult to discuss matters of substance and reach agreement for follow up actions. In a sense, the networking retreats have evolved into primarily information sharing events. In the time, some Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators were not aware that CDC focal points were assigned to particular TWGs. In some cases they were surprised to learn that CDC focal points actually attended TWG plenary meetings..	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Could it be the soft ways or approaches that CDC is coordinating be another constraint factor leading to lack of follow up actions? Or perhaps CDC has not discussed or taken actions on previous follow up actions or issues? Or is it because of lack of functioning GDCC and CDF that limited CDC in addressing the issues?	Comment by CRDB-User: This has always been a problem. Junior staff hiding at the back and being too passive. TWGH work generally a very low priority for CDC.
There are three key areas where the CDC can play a more active role in promoting better TWG performance. First, the CDC should provide support and guidance to those TWGs in which there has been recent turnover among RGC Chairs and/or DP Co-chairs.  For example, the TWG/JLR is being re-constituted within the Ministry of Justice. Certain issues pertaining to aid coordination and harmonization may be new to the MoJ and suggests an opportunity and need for more technical guidance and support from CDC in areas such as ToRs and JMIs. In other TWGs, new officials have been appointed as Chairs, including TWG/A & W. This is particularly relevant in situations in which the Secretariat has not played an active role.	Comment by Kimsong Chea: And aid structure, modalities, coordination mechanism and others aid effectiveness principle. Some DPs and government officials are not aware of these mechanism and functionality which could also prevent TWG from making progress and delivering result. 
Second, the CDC should be prepared to play a more pro-active “brokering role” with those TWGs that are not performing well. More frequent TWG reporting should be undertaken, even in the absence of GDCC meetings, and follow-up measures should be agreed though reporting to and discussion at the TWG PH. This will add at least a minimum of oversight and also provide for opportunities to seek and secure support. As observed above, this may require a more direct hand in facilitating dialogue within the TWG about how performance can be achieved. This assumes however, that key stakeholders are motivated to improve performance by inviting CDC to play such a role. It also assumes that the CDC has the capacity (e.g., technical, physical) and mandate to play such a role. 	Comment by Kumi Careme: This is a very big and fundamental assumption. We are somehow not convinced whether assuming this is realistic.	Comment by CRDB-User: Mandate is the key here. CDC can support on request. We all surely acknowledge that CDC cannot compel improved TWG performance if the lead ministry of membership does not contribute.
Third, there is also some frustration about the lack of accountability concerning TWG performance and progress toward, or lack thereof, meeting development targets as articulated in the JMIs.  The basic question is: To whom, or to what institution(s), are the TWGs accountable? Some DP Lead Facilitators felt that the CDC can and should play a more active role in proving oversight with respect to accountability. However, as CDC’s mandated function/role is primarily one of co-ordination, its role with respect to accountability is not clear. Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators alike suggested that the GDCC should be convened according to the principles of partnership in order to provide an over-arching framework supporting accountability. 	Comment by CRDB-User: What does RGC think?	Comment by User: Nevertheless, CDC does have the role of convening the TWG P&H which could contribute towards improving information sharing across TWGs and increasing accountability.	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Could consolidating and reporting the progress across TWGs to government leader be one of CDC role? This could be one of an effective accountability mechanism during the transition or absence of GDCC and CDF. 
In order to better support these three key areas, there is a need to continue strengthening the capacity of the CDC focal points to play a more active supportive role in the affairs of the TWG. CDC already provides training opportunities for its staff, and this could be complemented with more support from specific TWGs. 
Section 5: Conclusions and Recommendations:
The TWG architecture is generally sound but performance is mixed and there are several areas in which improvements can and should be made.  The recommendations outlined below focus on mutually reinforcing procedural matters and institutional arrangements. For example, in order to strengthen TWG performance and accountability, institutional arrangements for governance need to be reactivated, modified, or simply implemented. It is important to bear in mind that improving TWG performance is in the short term not a matter of creating new institutional arrangements, but rather one of re-invigorating and/or implementing the structure that is currently in place as outlined in the Partnership Strategy. The TWG/PH which includes the CDC as Chair, should be prepared to play a more active role in terms of promoting better TWG performance and accountability. In the longer term, however, institutional arrangements will need to be modified to accommodate a rapidly changing development context.	Comment by Maki Kato: In the beginning of this paper, there is a clear mention about the changing environment. To respond to the current environment effectively, keeping the same number of TWGs under the same structure may not be the best option. Revising of the structure as a whole may be a useful exercise instead of just continuing with the same structures with some adjustments. Actually, this paper address this in the following part (“reducing the number of TWG”). Therefore, it would be good to reword this sentence.
Leadership in Promoting Better Performance: The TWG/PH, chaired by the CDC, should play a more active role in providing leadership for the overall TWG infrastructure as well as guidance and support to TWGs that are currently not performing well. Or in which the Chair and/or DP Lead Facilitator request guidance on specific areas of concern.  This suggests that the TWG/PH should meet more frequently and regularly, at least one plenary per quarter. It may also suggest that the TWG/PH may need to establish sub-groups to address issue of specific concern.
The CDC along with the TWG/PH should also encourage each TWG to review their respective ToRs, including consideration of how aid modalities can be better coordinated in the context of changes underway. The Mid-Term Review represents an opportunity for RGC and DPs to more formally consider aid coordination and harmonization in a rapidly changing context.
Given the on-going turn-over of Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators, as well as line agency and DP members, the CDC in conjunction with the TWG/PH should be prepared to provide orientation (or re-orientation) workshops for new TWG leaders on a periodic basis. These workshops could serve to help new leadership better understand the rationale for TWG architecture as well as better understand concepts such as PBAs and JMIs.	Comment by User: CDC used to run the aid coordination ‘boor camp’ for the new DPs in Cambodia. This may provide some lessons as to why it was discontinued?
Implementing the Partnership Strategy TWG performance cannot be sustainably improved without fully implementing the Partnership Strategy. In this sense, the next GDCC should be convened in the first quarter of 2015. The Terms of Reference for the GDCC and the agenda for the actual meeting should be developed in consultation between with RGC and Development Partners. The TWG P&H should be prepared to play a more active role in preparing the agenda and insuring there are opportunities for dialogue that focus on TWG performance with respect to results- based framework, and that decisions will be reached at the general plenary. Issues pertaining to performance, accountability, and agreed upon actions should be assessed for inclusion in the GDCC agenda for discussion and endorsement. The tools identified in the Partnership Strategy, especially PBAs and results frameworks, offer new opportunities to forge closer partnerships related to specific and concrete development objectives.	Comment by User: It is not TWG P&H role to prepare the agenda for GDCC. It’s usually done in consultation between CDC and LDPF.	Comment by CRDB-User: Role of Lead DP (ADB) not P&H	Comment by Kimsong Chea: PBA and result framework should be clearly linked to NSDP. 
The approach to development partnership also needs to focus more on encouraging and supporting active participation by civil society organizations in those sectors where they play active and relevant roles. Broader participation by civil society can support performance accountability as well as strengthen the performance concerning the five core functional areas.
Reducing the number of TWGs There is widespread agreement about the need to reduce the number of TWGs. There are two main reasons for this. The first reason concerns the changing development dynamics in certain sectors that may obviate the need for or utility of the current TWG arrangements. The second reason is that fewer TWGs will enable CDC to focus more attention on playing a more active supporting role for TWGs, including promoting more active participation by civil society organizations and providing more support for new TWG leadership.
 There is also widespread understanding that this may be a difficult challenge given the institutional interests that have accrued around the TWGs over time. One suggestion is to consolidate certain TWGs. For example, the HIV/AIDS TWG could be rolled into the Health TWG as a special sub-group, while the Mine Action TWG could also be rolled into the TWG Land as a sub-group. The TWG on Private Sector Development could be rolled into the CDF as outlined in the Partnership Strategy. Another suggestion would be to assess the tenure of current TWGs according to well-defined criteria concerning the five key functional areas discussed above. In any event, realistic and appropriate targets should be set to reduce the number of TWGs to 15 by the time of the mid-term review. The mid-term review should be tasked to consider the feasibility of further reducing the number of TWGs.	Comment by CRDB-User: Or simply inertia and reluctance to change from status quo?	Comment by User: Or group the TWGs according to the common and cross-cutting issues e.g. economic, social, infrastructure, services or according to the key reforms.	Comment by User:  TWG-MA could not be rolled into the TWG -land as a sub-group because the Mine Action is not only working for land, but working in cross cutting with many line ministries. 
Moreover,  Mine Action is  a ninth goal of CDMGs. TWG-MA is already composed of many sub-groups such as Clearance and Baseline survey, Mine Risk Education, Victim assistance and etc..	Comment by CRDB-User: This is not what the DCPS says (CDF = CDCF + G-PSF)	Comment by CRDB-User: Better that each TWG consider its validity on a case-by-case basis, including opportunities for merger with others (eg health and HIV).
Strengthening Accountability The CDC should play a more active role in ensuring that TWGs are held accountable to a higher authority for performance and progress toward JMIs. . The higher authority in this regard is the GDCC meeting annually. The CDC, in consultation with the TWG/PH, should lead the development of the agenda that reviews TWG performance and progress. 	Comment by Kumi Careme: In the changing development dynamics and for the longer term “institutional adjustments concerning the architecture of partnership arrangements” discussed in Section 2, the positioning of CDC within the government set up itself could also be revisited? 	Comment by Maki Kato: As mentioned above, it would be important to link the performance assessment of TWG with overall NSDP performance assessment.
Strengthening TWG Core Functions
· Monitoring CDC should continue to focus attention on strengthening a Results Based Framework that emphasizes monitoring progress toward achieving objectives and targets. This suggests that information systems in certain sectors need to be strengthened and how they are linked to the monitoring and evaluation system of the NSDP.. DPs should consider how they can support this most effectively. 	Comment by CRDB-User: Many ministries are making progress in this. This should be the focus. It will then spill over into TWG work. It is the RGC – not the TWGs – in which these tools must be embedded.	Comment by Kimsong Chea: Could MoP play important role in this area particularly prior to the mid term review of the NSDP?
· Aid Coordination and Mobilization More work is required to link government and DP investments to established performance objectives in each sector particularly in the preparation of the annual budget strategic plan and budget.. This will require increased transparency on the part of both RGC and DP about budget preparation and execution.	Comment by Kumi Careme: For these points, the report should also make recommendations as to how MEF features in the whole picture, not just CDC. MEF already plays a major role in coordination and monitoring when it comes to loan projects, as is seen in their lead role in the annual Joint Country Portfolio Performance Review (JCPPR), about which we shared information with the consultant. With MEF leadership, we feel there is good deal of traction to motivate active participation from line ministries in the annual JCPPR exercise.	Comment by User: Yes. Particularly important in the light of pending graduation to LMIC and changing role and nature of ODA.	Comment by CRDB-User: Many ODA programming issues depend on tis in the long-term. Currently the budget and the programming of non-loan ODA are almost entirely separate (line ministries will prefer to keep it this way).
· Information Sharing Ongoing effort is required to ensure that information about the work of each TWG is available to all other TWGs in both Khmer and English. RGC and DPs should provide more detailed and accurate information about development expenditures. . 	Comment by User: DPs provide accurate up-to-date information on the ODA expenditures in the Cambodia ODA database.	Comment by CRDB-User: ODA database can support this. It is in the TWG Guideline but TWGs need to include in their TORs and ensure the secretariats do it.
· Policy Dialogue The TWGs may not be the most appropriate venue for policy dialogue, especially with respect to highly sensitive and/or complex issues and technical matters.  Nevertheless, discussion of certain policy issues may be feasible provided there is clear understanding of appropriate boundaries. This can be achieved by reviewing ToRs and ongoing discussion between Chairs and DP Lead Facilitators.
· Cross-cutting Issues There are myriad issues of a cross cutting nature and it would neither be feasible nor desirable to try and address all of them. It will be important to focus on those cross-cutting issues that are most relevant to the development goals and objectives set forth in the current NSDP. One option is to create sub-groups within current TWGs to address specific cross-cutting issues. A second option is to establish an informal thematic clusters and/or seminar mechanisms to address issues pertaining to the NSDP’s four pillars. 
Considering the Future: The Mid-Term Review of the current NSDP should include an assessment of how aid coordination and harmonization are, or are not, contributing toward progress in reaching sector development objectives.  The TWG/PH can provide a useful forum for initial discussions about how the aid coordination architecture can/should evolve to accommodate dynamic changes in aid context and better support the RGC’s reform agenda and development policies. In preparation for this assessment, TWGs can be tasked to consider (and document) how TWG functions and aid modalities can/should evolve in mutually relevant directions over the remainder of the current NSDP.
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